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; THE AFFLICATION OF LINGUISTICS TO LANGUAGE TEACHING HAS CoME

e UNDER INCREASING SCRUTINY. WHILE THE STRUCTURALISTS HAVE
FOUND COMPETITICN IN THE MORE RECENT CONCEFTS OF THE
COMPETENCE-ORIENTED AND THE PERFORMANCE-ORIENTED AFFROACHES,
AND MENTALISTIC THECRIES SEEM TO FROVIDE MORE EXFLANATIONS
THAN THE T/XONOMIC, IT IS STILL DEBATABLE WHETHER THE GENERAL k
AREA OF APFLIED LINGUISTICS IS SUFFICIENTLY REFINED TO '
REQUIRE LANGUAGE TEACHERS TO STUDY THE LINGUISTIC SCIENCES.
IN THE AREA OF STYLISTICS, THE APFLICATIONS oF LINGUISTICS
HOLD GQOC FROMISE, AND FURTHER RESEARCH IN TRANSLATION SHOULD
LEAD TO THE RECOGNITION OF SIMILAR REGISTERS AND STYLES IN |
VARIQUS LANGUAGES. ALTHOUGH CONTRASTIVE ANALYSIS IS ‘
DEVELCFING THE MOTION CF TRANSFER GRAMMAR AND INVESTIGATING :
THE ELEMENTS OF INTERFERENCE BETWEEN LANGUAGES, THE VALUE OF
SUCH RESEARCH STILL LIES MAINLY IN THE FUTURE. THIS ARTICLE
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CURRENT TRENDS IN APPLIED LINGUISTICS

BraJ B. KAcHry, Professor, Department of Linguisties,
University of Illino:s, Urbana

0. The scope of thisg paper is not as broad as the title suggests. I shall
briefiy survey the present directions of the areas in which linguistie theory
has bheen applied, and shall mainly concentrate on two specific noints. First,
I shall attempt to evaluate the role which contemporary linguistic models
play in some selected (see 3.1.) areas of what is termed applied linguistics.
Second, I shall discuss the underlying theoretical controversies eurrent in con-

linguistic models. T shal] refer to already published literature for specialized
diseussion.

= 1. In linguistics the term applied is used in the same sense jn which it is
used in the behavioral sciences, or perhaps, pure sciences. The theoretical
frameworks which form the basis for the applied areas need not be identieal,
as the motivations and goals of different models vary, and accordingly shape
a theory.!

1.i. The history of the linguistic sciences (i.e., general linguistics and
general phonetics) shows that the concepts of theory and applied theory have
been ciosely integrated. The applied aspects have been largely responsible for
influencing the formulation of linguistic theories. Clearly, this was the cage

1.2. The last three decades have been years of intense and fruitful think-

"= ing in linguisties. There have been two main results of this period. First,

the development of structuralism, associated with Bloomfield and his followers,?
This approach was based on what is termed ‘‘behaviorism’’ and ‘‘operational-
ism”’ and contributed methodological precision. Second, the more recent de-
velopments especially the transformational model,* have contribuied deep
insights into language behavior in general,® and highly formalized descrip-
tions of a large variety of languages have been made ava’iable. The aim is to
arrive at the universals of languages.

2. The new insights of contemporary linguisties are naturally reflecteq
in the applied areas of linguisties. At bresent, however, things are uncertain
and the attitude is one of skepticism more than of satisfaction, especially in

Chomsky are typical of this new thinking.® ““I am, frankly, rather skeptical
about the significance, for the teaching of languages, of such insights and
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understanding as have been attained in linguistiecs and psychology . . . it is
difficult to believe that either linguistics or psychology has achieved a level of
theoretical understanding that might enable it to support a ‘‘technology’’ of
language teaching.’’

2.1. By contemporary linguistics I mean the breakthrough in linguistic
theory which was first seriously noticed in 1957. This was a crucial year in
the sense that two important works were published during that year, i.e., N.
Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures” and J. R. Firth'’s Papers in Lingutistics 1934-
1951.%8 1 will not go into detail to show in what sense these two were signif-
icant; but it must be emphasized here that these two works introduced two
distinct concepts, or, as the authors would like to claim, the renewed two
distinet approaches to language.

It is interesting that though both the Chomskians and the Firthians were
critical of the structuralist approach tc language, their own attitudes toward
a linguistic theory were diametrically opposed. (See 2.2. and 2.3.). On the
one hand. Chomsky emphasized the compzstence of a speaker-hearer which
enables him to produce and comprehend an infinite number of sentences with
a finite set of rules. On the other hand, Firth wanted to develop a ‘‘spectrum’’
of linguistic ‘‘meanings’’ (or ‘‘functions’’) in order to describe, and analyze
in linguistic terms, the uses of a languge in different sociocultural settings. He
used the Malinowskian concept of the context of situation as a relevant, and
perhaps important linguistic level.

2.9. It should be noted here that these two schools were reacting against
the antimentalistic (or behavioristic) theory of the structuralists. In this
reaction they viewed the goals of linguisties differently. In the first case, a
linguist is formally reconstructing a native speaker’s knowledge of his lan-
guage. In the second case, a linguist is observing and describing the linguistic
featnres of situationally or ‘‘contextunally’’ determined language types. In
other words, one is interested in the investigation of linguistic competence and
the other in linguistic performance.’

2.3. The distinction between a competence-oriented and a perfor.nance-
orienied approach is crucial, both theoretically and methodolegically. It is
important that the current trends in applied linguistics be viewed within this
theoretical framework of contemporary linguistics. It is possible to use this
dichotomy to account for most of the current linguistic models (e.g., tagme-
mics, scale and category, stratificational).

The emphasis on competence in one approach and performance in the
other approach has some methodological implications, too. It is claimed that
another dichotomy can be used to separate these models, i.e., data-oriented and
model-(or theory) oriented. It has, however, been argued that this dichotomy
is very arbitrary.!°

3. In contemporary linguistics, then, the term applied is controversial in
two ways. First, its ontological status as a distinet area is still being discussed.
Second, if the status of applied linguistics is aceepted, the areas of applica-
tion are debated.'

3.1. The term applied is either used in a very restricted sense, or it
covers all those areas where language is relevant, however remotely. It is
the restricted use of the term which has made the area of applied linguistics
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suspect. For a long time, on both sides of the Atlantic, the term applied
linguistics was equated with langusge teaching and/or learning. It is exaectly
this area where linguists think that at the present stage of our knowledge, the
uses of linguisties are doubtful. (See 4.1.). In a wider sense one can include
the following areas under applied linguistics.

1. The areas which are relevant to language teaching operations at
different levels, e.g., stylistics, contrastive analysis, comparative de-
seriptive studies, language-contact, translation.

'i
The interdisciplinary areas e.g., psycholinguistics, sociolinguistics. | f
i ‘
The areas which are not of immediate interest to a language teacher, g |
e.g., computational linguistics, mathematical linguistics. :
4. In order to present the recent trends in applied linguisties I shall |
concentrate on the following four areas since these are of direct interest to a
language teacher and/or learner.
1. language pedagogy; ‘
2. stylisties; ’
3. theory of translation;

4. contrastive analysis.

4.1. Language Pedagogy: In current literature this aspect of applied
linguistics has become most controversial. There are two basic questions
which are asked. First, what is the relationship between general linguisties and ; “;
language teaching? Second, what is the status of the terms scientific and / |
theory in language teaching so far as linguistics is concerned ? |

The answer to the first question is that ‘n most of the works which claim
to be ‘linguistically oriented’, the goals of linguistic deseription have fol-
lowed a trend in linguisties which is already outdated.’®> The questions they
ask do not seek deep answers, and, one could argue that such an approach is ! i
a step backwards. It has been shown that the ‘‘traditionalists’’ such as Jes- ! |
persen, Henry Sweet, ete., had deep insights into languaga behavior, and in ’
addition to that have muech to offer to a language teacher. In the linguistic
model which the structuralists foll ow, two things are crucial, i.e., segmentation
and nonmentalism. It has been shown that both linguistically and psycho-
logically this approach is inadequate. The limitations of the phoneme-oriented
descriptions have succinctly been shown by Chomsky, Haile, and also the
' Firthians and neo-Firthians.1? And, what is more important, the arguments in
favor of mentalism (and against behaviorism) have shown that mentalism is
a crucial concept from the point of view of linguistie behavior in general and .
language acquisition in particu ar.!* :

There are now two interrelated questions: Why is the role of structural i i
linguisties doubtful in language pedagogy? And, what was its contribution % |
to this area? Note that the following concepts which are repeatedly emphasized :
by the structuralists are not different from the ‘“common-sense’’ view of
' language teaching, and are also found in the standard ‘traditional’ works:

e R

1. that the spoken medium is primary and the written medium is sec-
ondary ;
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2. that language is a structured activity;
3. that language has ‘varieties’;
4. that language has ‘levels’.

Clearly, these are very superficial procedural questions. This was im-
mediately realized by linguists. Consider, for e::ample, the following state-
ment of John B. Carroll:*®* ‘‘There has been a rash of papers on the impli-
cations of linguistics for the teaching of English, the teaching of reading,
the teaching of foreign languages, and so on. In feect, the idea that linguisties
has much to contribute to educational problems i1 the ‘language arts’ has be-
come almost embarrassingly fashionable. One’s embarrassment comes from
the fact that despite certain very definite and positive contributions that lin-
guistics can make to these endeavors, these contribut ons are of relatively small
extent.”’

The structuralists, then, have no answer to the following basie questions
posed by the language teacher. First, what is the underlying knowledge of
a native speaker? Second, how is that knowledge used by a speaker? And
third, how does a native speaker acquire this knowledge? That is, what is the
process of development from an infant speaker to a fluent adult speaker?

In current linguistic literature one finds that attempts are made to seek
answers to these crucial questions. In one school of linguisties it is claimed
that only through a mentalistic approach can these guestions be answered.'
And by rejecting mentalism, the scope of both linguistics and language teach-
ing is restricted. It is argued that (a) the structuralists fail to account for
all the facts of linguistic structures, because their theories are not concerned
with the mental capacities and processes of speakers of natural languages;
(b) the hngulstlc faets can not be covered fully unless mental concepts are
included in linguistic theories. The claim is made that mentalistic theories
account for all those facts which are accounted for in taxonomix theories,
and in addition acecunt for many more facts wheve taxonomie theories fail.

A detailed discussion on linguisties and language teaching from the trans-
formational standpoint can be found in two recent papers by Chomsky.'” In
Britain, it seems that the over-enthusiasm about the role of linguistics in the
classroom, which was evident after 1955, has subs gsided. In a recent book on
the linguistic sciences and language teacking, it is made clear that ‘‘the place
for both phonetics and linguistics is behind the classroom teacher, in the
training that he received for his job as a teacher, in the preparation of the
syllabus according to which his teaching program is organized, and in the
preparation of the teaching materials of all kinds that he makes use of in
class. These are the points at which the lingnistic sciences affect language
teachmg 7718

It is perhaps evident then that in ‘linguistically oriented’ language
teaching, we are not much more advanced now than we were in 1899 when
Henry Sweet wrote :!® ‘‘In fact, things are altogether unsettled both as regards
methods and textbooks. This is a good sign: it gives a promise of the sur-
vival of the fittest. Anything is better than artificial uniformity enforced
from without.”’

4.2. Stylistics: The term stylistics is used for that area of linguisties
which is concerned with the formal analysis of literary texts. It is in this
area that the applications of linguisties hold good promise.
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The term style has a wide variety of uses. A formal stylistic analysis is
essentially concerned with the language features of a text, as against the
nonformal analysis in which the emphasis is on thought, effect, and other
aesthetic concepts. In linguistic terms, literary style implies selection and
ordering of different patterns at different linguistic levels. These formal
choices are realized in certain style-features e.g., limber, imvolved, staccato,
mellow, complicated, ete. These are the labels given to the forma] features by
literary critics. Thus, a linguistie analysis of style contributes precision and
rigor to certain vaguely used and seldom defined style-features. These tools
are of special value in comparative stylistics, say, for example, in a compari-
son of the features of Tennyson’s and Browning’s poetry, or Faulkner’s and
Henry James’ prose.

In formal terms, attempts have been made to define style in distribu-
tional®® terms, and as the deviation ?* from the norm. No definition has been
finally aceepted.

A stylistic analysis does not imply that a formal analysis is an adequate
substitute for the work of the literary critic. On the other hand, what a
stylistic analysis accomplishes is to provide a more objective analysis of the

4.3. Theory of Translaiion: The concept of iranslation as it is under.
stood in linguistics, involves establishing formal ‘equivalence’ in two lan-
guages, usually designated as the source-language (SL), and the target
language (TL). The formal equivalence does not imply a one-to-one cor-
resp -.idence since formally two languages are seldom the sqme. Formal equiva-
lence basically applies to the grammatical, lexical and semantie levels. Cat-
ford** has attempted to stretch it to the graphemice and phonetic/phono-
logical levels, too. The usefulness of graphemic equivalence in terms of

sense. The notion of a phonetic/phonological ‘translatiorn’ may, however, pro-
vide us with some clues for the translation of poetry, and the devices used for
‘musicality’ in different languages may be captured in more rigorous terms,

In the area of translation, Catford claims, following the scale and eate.-
gory model, that ‘‘any theory of translation must draw upon a theory of
language—a general linguistic theory.’’2s

The most exhaustive treatment of this area with copious examples and
theoretical discussion are given in Nida’s®® recent book. His aim is to ‘“pro-
vide something which would not only be solidly based on contemporary de-
velopments in the fields of linguistics, anthropology, and psychology, but
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would also relate to the specific area of Bible translating and to the wider
activity of translating in gencral.”’*” In adopting an underlying linguistie
model, Nida shows preference for the transformational model, since, he argues,
“‘one of the distinet advantages of transformational technique is the greater
facility whereby ambiguous expressions can be analyzed and deseribed.’’2®

4.3.1. A theory of translation aims at finding ‘equivalence’ in the struc-
tures and systems of two languages. It is not possible to give detailed examples.
here to show how this is done at different linguistic levels. Consider, for
instance, the deictic demonstratives in I{indi, English, Kashmiri and Scots
(N.E. dialects). In these four languages, the system works as follows:

1. Hindi and English have four-term systems, i.e.,

Hindi English

sing. plural sing. plural

yeh veh ye ve  ‘his that | these those
|

2. N. E. Scots dialects have a three-term system, i.e.,

this that yon

3. Kashmiri has an eleven-term system, i.e.,

Masculine Feminine
Sing. plural Sing. plural
yi yim Yl yime
hu hum ho hume
S tim S0 time

In Hindi and English the choice is between number, and in Kashmiri both
number and gender are involved. This is just one example of what the
‘equivalence’ involves. The formal equivalence naturally has semantie impli-
cations, too.

The research on the use of linguistic models in the theory of translation
may provide useful insights into the translation of creative writing, the trans-
lation of technical and/or nontechnical registers, or machine translation.
The problems in translation do not merely involve ‘equating’ the formal
categories, they also involve finding ‘identical’ registers and styles in the lan-
guages under discussion. In the translation of creative writing, the notion
of style-range or register-range is crucial. For example, in translating Othello
into Hindi, there is the basic problem of deciding upon the style-range in
Hindi which Shakespeare gives to his characters in English. This is not always
easy as Hindi does not hav: as large a style-range as English.
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4.4. Contrastive Analysis: The basic framework of contrastive analysis
has developed out of comparative (descriptive) linguistics, and the notion of
transfer grammar.?®

The underlying notions in contrastive analysis are not new for trained
language teachers. In second and/or foreign language teaching what happens
is that a new set of linguistic rules is introduced (or superimposed) on the
linguistic rules learned by a person for his first language. The superimposed
rules may either be completely deviant from the rules of his first language,
or they may be partially shared. In such a situation, the first language is
rarely affected; usually it is the second language which is seen through the
linguistic ‘grid’ of first language. There is thus interference from one lan-
guage into another. This interference manifests itself at different levels in
different degrees depending upon the languages under discussion. There
are references to this process in earlier books on langnage teaching.®® What
the linguists have done is to take specific languages and focus their atten-
tion on the shared and aonshared items; that is, on the probable areas of
interference.?*

The uses of contrastive analysis may further be extended for teaching
‘educated’ or ‘standard’ speech to a dialect speaker. It is difficult to say
how successful this pedagogical device is in the actual classroom.

5. The above diseussed applications of the linguistic sciences presup-
pose that a teacher has adequate linguistic sophistication to handle the ma-
terials. This takes us back to the basie question: are the applications of the
linguistic theories so powerful that a teacher should be trained in the lin-
guistic sciences in any serious sense? The current linguistie literature does not
provide an answer to this crucial question. The main reason is that the
past decade has been essentially a period of theoretical discussions. Applied
linguisties is still in its infancy and its offerings are very fragmentary. The
reason perhaps is that as yet the theoretical foundations are not firmly es-
tablished. It is a healthy sign that both theoretical linguistics and applied
linguistics are full of questions. The answers to these questions will determine
the future directions in applied linguistics.

NOTES AND REFERENCES

1. For a detailed discussion on applied linguistics see Charles A. Ferguson, “Ap-
plied Linguistics” in Robert G. Mead, ed. Report of the Working Committee
of the North Fast Conference on the Teaching of Foreign Languages 1966, pp.
50-58; William F. Mackey, “Applied Linguistics: Its Meaning and Use,” Eng-
lish Language Teaching, XX, No. 3 (May, 1966) 197-206.

2. In earlier days even highly abstract and formalized language discriptions such
as that of Panini, were motivated by some practical need. In his case, as is
well known, the goal was to present a prescriptive analysis of Sanskrit to
preserve the ‘cultivated’ pronunciation of the sacred Hindu texts.

3. See Charles C. Fries, “Advances in Linguistics”, College English XXV (Oct.
1961), 30-37, for the structuralist approach to Linguistics.

4. For full bibliographical references on this school see William O. Dingwall,
Transformational Generative Grammar: A Bibliography, Center for Applied
Linguistics (Washington D.C., 1965).

5. For the developments of linguistic theory in other countries see R. H. Robins,
“General Linguistics in Great Britain 1930-1960” in C. Mohrmann, et. al. eds.
Trends in Modern Linguistics, (Antwerp, 1963), pp. 11-37. Also, Josef Vachek,
The Linguistic School of Prague, (Bloomington, 1966).

39




T TP e e o e

40

®

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21,

22.

23.

. N. Chomsky, “Linguistic Theory” in Report of the Working Committee of the

North East Conference on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 1966, p. 43.
Mouton and Co., (The Hague, 1955).
Oxford University Press, (London, 1957).

Note, for example, the following statement of M.A.K. Halliday: “The inter-
est is focused not on what the native speaker knows of his language, but
rather on what he does with it; one might perhaps say that the orientation
is primarily textual and, in the widest sense, sociolcgical.” “Syntax and the
Consumer,” in Monographs Series on Lenauage and Linguistics, No. 17 (Wash-
ington D.C., 1964), p. 16.

See William O. Dingwall, “Morpheme Sequence Classes: A Taxonomic Ap-
proach to Contrastive Analysis,” IRAL IV/1 (1966), 40. See also Robert B.
Lees, “Two Views of Linguistic Research,” Linguistics 11 (January, 1965),
pp. 21-29, who disagrees with such a dichotomy.

Cf. Mackey, op. cit. fn.1

A good example of what is wrongly termed a “linguistically oriented” ap-
proach to language teaching is Robert Lado, Language Teaching: A Scientific
Approach (New York, 1964). See also a review cf this by Braj B. Kachru
in Linguistics (to appear).

See e.g., M. Halle, “Phonology in Generative Grammar,” WORD, XVIII, 54-72;
“On the Bases of Phonology,” in J. A. Fodor, J. J. Katz, eds. The Struciure
of Language: Readings in the Philosophy of Language, (New Jersey: Engle-
wood Cliffs, 1964); R. R. Firth, “Sounds and Prosodies,” TPS (1948).

For a detailed discussion see J. J. Katz “Mentalism in Linguistics,” Language,
XL/2 (1964), 124-137. Also, N. Chomsky, Review of B. F. Skinner Verbal Be-
havior in Language XXXV (1959), 26-568.

“Words, Meanings and Concepts,” in Harvard Educational Review, XXXIV/2,
(Spring, 1964), 179, fn.5.

J. J. Katz, op. cit. Note that in different linguistic schools this question is
still being debated.

“The Current Scene in Linguistics: Present Direction,” College English,
XXVII/8 {May, 1966), 587-595; op. cit. fn.6; Also see Owen Thomas, Trans-
formational Grammar and the Teacher of English (New York, 1965).

See M. A. K. Halliday et al., The Linguistic Sciences and Language Teaching,
(Liondon, 1964), p. 187.

Henry Sweet, The Practical Study of Lenguages. First published 1899; re-
printed by Oxford University Press (1964), p. 42.

See Bernard Bloch ‘“Linguistic Structure and Linguistic Analysis,” Report of
the Fourth Annual Round Table Meeling on Linguistics and Language Teach-
ing, (Washington, 1953), p. 42. -

See Charles E. Osgood, “Some Effects of Motivation on Style of Encoding,” in
Style in Language, (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1960), p. 293.

It may be asked here: how does a linguist analyze the ‘deviant’ poems such
as K. E. Cummings’ Anyone lived in a pretly how town? This has been worry-
ing linguists for some time. See a detailed discussion on this problem in J. P.
Thorne, “Stylistics and Generative Grammar,” Journai of Linguistics, I/1
(April, 1965), 49-69.

The following works, using linguistic tools for stylistic analysis, show how
contemporary linguistic models have been used in this area: Bernard Bloch,
op. cit.; S. Chatman, “Linguistics and Teaching Introductory Literature,”
Language Learning, VII (1956-57), 3-10; N, RE. Enkvist, et. al. Linguistics and
Style, (London, 1964); J. R. Firth, “Modes of Meaning,” in Papers in Lin-
guistics 1984-1951, (London, 1957); M. A. K. Halliday, “Descriptive Linguistics
in Literary Studies,” Hnglish Studies Todey, III (BEdinburgh, 1964); A. A.
Hill, “An Analysis of “‘The Windlover’: An Experiment in Structural Method,”
PMLA, LXX (1950), 968-78; S. R. Levin, Linguistic Structures in Poetry,
(The Hague, 1962); R. Ohriann, “Generative Grammar and the Concept of
Literary Style,” WORD xx/3, (1964); *“Literature as Sentences,” Oollege
Bnglish, (Jan., 1966); T. Sebeok, ed. Siyle in Language, (Cambridge: MIT
Press, 1960); J. P. Thorne, op. cit. in. 22.

ey,




ces iy oo R e S e

AT

e i S R i T teoamit ettt iiat At
e TR " oz

24.
25.
26.

27.
28.

29.
30.
31.

J. C. Catford, 4 Linguistic Theory of Translation, (London, 1965).
Op. cit. p.1.

E. A. Nida, Towards a Science of Translating, (Leiden, 1964). This also con-
tains an excell nt detailed bibliography (see pp. 265-320).

Ibid. p.9.

Ibid. p.61. Notice that the theory of translation discussed here ig distinct from
the notion translation as it is understood in language teaching (e.g., the gram-
mar-translation method).

Z. H. Harris, “Transfer Grammar,” IJAL, XX/4, (1954), 259-270.
See, for example, Henry Sweet, op. cit.

For a detailed bibliography see J. H. Hammer et. al., eds., Contrastive Studies
in Linguistics, Center for Applied Linguistics, (Washington D.C., 1965).

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, FDUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDYCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE
PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDUCATION
POSITION OR POLICY.

41

e e e T e B e B

e e mt e




